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Robert W. Quinn, Jr. EX PARTEORLA e Fited Suite 1000
Directar - Federal Government Affairs 1120 20th St., NW
Washington, DC 20036
202 457-3851
FAX 202 457-2545
August 19, 1999
Ms. Magalie Roman Salas E&
Secretary AUG 1 219
Federal Communications Commission FebeRy g, 99
445 Twelfth Street, SW, Room TWB-204 OFrie AT
. OF e 1SSion
Washington, DC 20554 SECRETAR:

RE: Ex Parte — CC Docket 96-98
In the Matter of the Local Competition
Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996

Dear Ms. Salas:

On Wednesday, August 18, 1999, 1 provided to Jake Jennings of the Common
Carrier Bureau the attached written ex parte. Also attached are the public versions of the
material provided to Mr. Jennings. Supporting documents deemed confidential information
and subject to the Protective Order adopted by the Commission in the above-referenced
proceeding are being filed under separate cover.

Those parties who would like to make arrangements to view this confidential
information pursuant to the terms of the Protective Order entered in this proceeding should
contact Michael Hunseder of Sidley & Austin, 1722 I Street, NW, Washington, DC, 20006,
(202)736-8236.

Two copies of this Notice are being submitted to the Secretary of the FCC in
accordance with Section 1.1206(b)(1) of the Commission’s rules.
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Robert W. Quinn, Jr. Suite 1000

Director - Federal Government Affairs 1120 20th St., NW
Washington, DC 20036
202 457-3851

FAX 202 457-2545

August 18, 1999

Mr. Jake Jennings

Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

RE: Ex Parte — CC Docket 96-938
In Matter of the Local Competition
Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1956

Dear Mr. Jennings:
Afttached, please find a copies of the following documents:

1. Hot Cut data from AT&T Local Services (“ALS”) orders in Phoenix, Arizona,
Dallas and Houston, Texas, and Los Angeles, California, While the percentages of Provisioning
Errors and Not Working as Provisioned Errors can be publicly disclosed the Worksheets and
Summary Sheets must be treated as propnietary information pursuant to the terms of the Protective
Order issued in this proceeding.

2. Proprietary and Public Versions of the Joint Affidavit of Sarah DeYoung and Eva
Fettig filed Monday August 16, before the California PUC which discusses AT&T’s Hot Cut
experniences with Pacific Bell, Hot Cut performance data and additional costs related to Hot Cuts.

3. The Public Version of the Supplemental Affidavit of Jack Meek filed Monday
before the New York PSC which discusses the latest Hot Cut Data from ALS operations in New
York City.

4. A Proposed Test Agreement from GTE to AT&T which sets forth GTE’s proposed
pricing for abiding by AT&T’s proposed Hot Cut process in GTE territory. In addition, also
enclosed is a letter from Ameritech to AT&T indicating that Amentech also intends to charge AT&T
for following the proposed Hot Processes, but which does not quantify those costs. The GTE
document must also be treated pursuant to the terms of the Protective Order issued in this
proceeding.

With respect to the LEC error percentages on the Hot Cut data:

% Provisioning Errors versus Orders Activated represents the percentages of orders
ultimately completed by the ILEC which experienced provisioning errors, but did not result in a

X
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customer out-of-service condition because the errors were caught prior to work being complete
verifiable on the particular order.

% Not Working as Provistoned versus Orders Activated represents the percentage of orders
ultimately completed by the ILEC which resulted in customer out-of-service conditions due to ILEC
erTors.

Total % of LEC errors During Prmr'i'sioniﬁ/g simply aggregates the number of orders which
experienced Provisioning Errors and the number of orders which were Not Working As Provisioned
and then dividing that total by the number of Orders Activated.

Total % of Orders That Experienced ANY LEC Caused Provisioning Problem versus
Orders Completed accounts for the fact that one order could have both a Provisioning Error and a
Not Working as Provisioned Error. In calculating this percentage, AT&T included individual orders
only one time in the numerator even if that order experienced both a Provisioning Error and a Not
Working as Provisioned Error. This figure, thus, represents what percentage of orders ultimately
completed by the ILEC experienced some form of ILEC error as they were being processed.

Please contact me at the above telephone number if you have any questions,

Sincerely,

QM ¥, o
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e, Prank tanna
PraaiiantNatwolk Serviosa

ATAT

298 N, Mapie Ava.

Room 4440F3

Baaiing Ridge, Mew Jersesy 07620

Dass Frank:

After | racelved your lattar datad June 16, 1999, | ssied Karan Veasuly and hes imam to it down
and review with me (n detall your concernas. Heving compietad that precsa, | want 4 convey my
undansteniting regarding our eompanies’ progress on “coordinated Hot Cuts”.

Mmmuwchhmwnﬁmr&wmn
agreaabie “coond provisioning peocess” congis our caimpaniee’
rekpactive rights snd obligations ynder owr intergonnaction sgresmants -unppllauol:

t n3te, howdaver, that & muntier of your stiied requirernents are airaady stédrassad In our
intarcannection agreements. For exampla, our axisting (ntercoonection agreamants sddrees
coondinated conversions from dus data ininus forty-eight hours, disl tone test, camplation
nolitcations. and the timaly notifioaton of thoae unbundiad (Waps serverd by Intetrated digitel loop
i, To the beet of my knowiedge, you have not releed #ny issues with respect tu our fallure o
cotmply with obligaticne undal our iNerNNection sgreamsnis.

Even though our intersannaction sgreaants ourrently contain coordinsted convernion plovisions
that wers boin apgotinled snd srbitrated, Ameritech has expended significant time and resauncs
discussing proapactiva altamaiives to address sny uture concams ATAT may heve with reepect o
sigrufoant valume increasss. Ona reauiing produet of ot discuszions was the ‘Amoritach Trigl
Proposal ATAT Experimantal HOtGut Procsdure”, This trial propoasl, which Amenttech ia seriously
committed to, was daveiopsd after our companies mutuglly agrassd that the mitisl approach o CFA
tasting was not fikely to achieve ATAT's desited results.

Amatitech recsived ATAT s commants ah Amaritach's trial propoaal agreemant ata in the evaning
an June 22, 1878 and & curently eviiusting those commants. Ameritech will forward i response
to ATAT by Juns 30, 1906,

Wih tepards 10 acopa, the agreed-upon objeciive of tha tal waa for the osatrei affioss included in
the mal to provision agproximatsly haif of all ATAT unbundied loop ordars during the trial period.
During May 1069, the five cantral afficss ealectad for the iriel provibionsd approximstsiy fifty
percant of ATATs unbundied (cop orders, i the isi results ndioats tnat we ere not mohisving thiy
balance, the thal prepoesl spectfically provides (het the companias will condider changihgthe |/

numbar of oMol invalvad. LN
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Page 2

Amantech sleo betiaves that en initial single ¢ffice roliout fotiowed by & rofiout In sdditionsl oMo i
:ﬁmﬂdﬁnmﬁﬂ:}:ﬂwm%%ﬁ‘mmm Amaritach balisves

mone megt statad goals resyit In & rigorous and dieciplined
analysis of both our cQImpenies Ploosasss.

WRh tespect 1o cumplex orders 88 pairt of this trisi, Ameritach undecstond ATAT wes net oflering
complax safvioes {1.8. » Ceniram, IEDN, aic.). If this s not tha cae, we ere cortainly willing to
discuss complen sarvions ih granter detull,

in sddition, Amaritach will continue to Fwestigste 8nd address ATAT's request for additional
{i.0. « prargency sarvios reatarstion, loop cutover noltfications, it changs comrol
process) 8¢ we dafine and impiamant ¢ mutually agressbia “Het Cuts provisioning procesas®,

Likewise, a3 Ameiriiach aontinues to work with ATAT o investigats, trisl and prospectivaly
implamant any ndw procidset of procetures reisted 10 the “Hot out pravisloning process®,
Amartech &xpecis that ATAT will accept any charges appropristely aallad for in order to triel
mplemant such new wrangemeis. in addifan, i Ameritech iMplements ury new Hrocasses as 8
reaust of our afforts, Amartiach wil, given its nenciscrimingtion odtigationa, make such new
processes ganarally availgiis o other caniers.

Furthar, it i@ my undergighding our reprasantatives Rave heid reguiar angoing discussions
CONCIrNING ront distree ANgtiysis of sarvicd fplitves. Regardiess, on Juné 18, 1009,

Sal Frorett) provides Boott Binnay @ writen reapoies (via a-mal) providing an snalysls on the data
provided by ATST on April 27, 1899. H ahacid dbe notas that of tha twenty-eight FONs provided by
ATLT, fourtean dould nat be Identified and six wars elwd twios, in sdditian, Amartech did not
recaive a fild frorm ATAT for the dais dentfied aa aant on May 27, 1908, Clearty, U\ invastigalion
of 00! Causse be » collaborutive effri between both our companiss. Amasmach 8 commited
bdlhrmln:“ midrass 0 root causes of sarvics falures and eisnde ready to wark with ATAT
to sodress thix lnaue.

Finslly, | reflacate that ATST has 8 reciprocs! obligaton to provida LNP 1o Ameritech. Unfortunsiety,
dastite repaxtad reguests by Ameritach, ATAT hes yul to provids e dawsias desaription of s LNP
previsioning pretess. Amerftach belleves, ahd !he law recognizes, thel the porting of 8 customar
from ATAT'S network to Amenitech's network is every bit sa iiportant me fram AmerRech's netwik
to ATAT'S aatwark. Therefors, | sak that you request yout taam o sddress ATAT s grovisioning
HrOCess a8 we move forward, |
Given the foregoing. s well a8 Ainarilach's recaipt of ATET's commaents an the Vsl propossl and
ATHTs forecasted volumes, Ameriiath bellevas ihat our companies are on tack to test and, if the
remulis dlotate, Smplsment, mubually agresabie proaacurel (and raies, lerms and conditions) 10
addreas the “Hat-Cut provisioning process”,

Ted Bilwards
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Aogust 18,1999

Lavrence G. Malone, Eoyq.

Genural Counaml

Mev Yorik Stats Mubiic Jarvice Commission
Thres Dmpire Atate Flata, 18" Floor
Alpary, Maw York 1222)

Ba:  Case 37-C-0271
Dear Mr. Malons:

ATET Comwminicarions of Wew York, Iac. (“AYET) barshy
SUbmits an original and 25 coples of the Supplemantal AfZidavit
of Jack Meak, anA Accompanying Attachments i~ ena 1=-2
COMFIDEWTIAL. #laase nota that Attachmsnts i-1 COMFIDENTIAL are
anly proviged to Peggy Rubino and handy milen.

Vary t Yy yours,

V474

cc: Hon. Eleancr . ¥tein - OVERNIGNT MAll
mon. Jaclyn A. Brilling -~ OVERNIGET MATL
Peter M. MoGowan - OVEANIGNT MATL
Andrew M. Flain - CVEANIGHT MAIL
Janet Deigisg ~ CVERNIGHNT MAIL
Danial Martin - OVERNIGRT mAIL
Margarst kubing ~ OVERNIGNT MAYL
Ranaal Milch — BY HAND
Partins parti at teshnicsl -
OVERNIGNT MAIL

Enciosures

@ﬂ-_

STATE OF NEW YORX
FUBLIC STAVICE COMMISSION

Petitlon ¢f New York Telephone

Company for Approval cf its Statsment
Of General Avallable Terms and
Conditions Pursuant to Section 252 of
Tha Ielecommunicaticos Act of 1396 And
Draft riling of Patiticn Por InterLATA
Entry Pursuant to Saction 271 of Tha
TelacommunigZations At of 1996

Case Mo. §7=C=0271

WFFLRENTAL AFTIDAVIT OF
TALK MERE

STATE OF NE¥ YORK )}

}
COUNTY OF NEW YORK )}

Jack Wesk bBalng duly swornm upon osxth, deposes and
statas aw follows:

1. MY name is Jack B. Meak. My busivess addrass is
7830 South Chester 3trest, Engiawood, Coloradn 80112. I sm the
sane Jack Meek whe, togethar with other AT4T perscthbel, filed
Joint Affidavits cn bebslf of ATLT in this procesding ca April 28
1999, June 7, 199% and July 1, 1%99. I alse filed 3 Supplemental
Affidavit op Juliy 27, 1999 and I testifisd &¥ the Technical

conferance on July 39, 1999,




2. The purpose of this Supplemental Affidavit is to
update the actual marketplace experience information concerning
BA-NY's hot cut loop performance for the period March 23, 1998
through July 16, 1999 that previously was provided in the prior
Joint Affidavits, my pricr Supplemental Affidavit, and my
testimony at the technical conference. Pursuant to Judge Stein's
explicit instructions, all of my testimony concerning AT&T's
actual marketplace experience under the revised hot cut loop
provisioning procedures that BA-NY committed to implement

approximartely five months ago has been fully documented. Hearing

Exhibits 8, BA-BE, 8A Confidential-B8E Confidential, Supplement to
Hearing Exhibit 8D, Supplement to hearing Exhibit 8D
Confidential., I algo-he;pby attest to the Supplements to Hearing
Exhibits BD and 8D Confidential, which were prepared under my
direction and were furnished by transmittal dated August 6, 1999
to Judges Stein and Brilling, the Commission's Starff, BA-NY, and
all other active parties. As noted in the August &
transmittal, the distribution of the Supplement to Hearing
Exhibit 8D Confidential was limited due to the confidential
nature of the detailed back-up data contained therein.

3. AT&T has just completed its rigorous analysis of
BA-NY's hot cut loop provisioning performance for the calendar
week beginning Monday, July 19* through Friday, July 23*‘. That

fully documented analysis demonstrates conclusively that BA-NY's

provisioning of timely and reliable hot cut loops continues to be




plagued by widespread, systemic errors, even under small order
volumes, just as the record evidence shows has been the case
consistently for the past eighteen weeks since BA-NY committed to
implement the revised hot cut loop provisioning procedures, BAs a
result, BA-NY's provisicning errors continue to cause
commercially unreascnable and competitively significant numbers
of hot cut loop orders to¢ result in hot cut loops that do not
work, causing widespread customer loss of telephone service for
hours, days or even a week. Moreover, just as BA-NY's own hot
cut checklists (Hearing Exhibit 9, Tr., 4109-23) show that BA-NY
routinely fails to follow the explicitly defined procedures that
it committed to implement on March 23, ATiT's analysis of the
calendar week July 19-23 likewise shows that even when BA-NY
provided loops that worked, BA~NY failed to follow the explicitly
defined process for one-half of the hot cut loop orders that BA~-
NY attempted to cutover to ATsT.

4. Clearly, the root cause of BA-NY's inability after
5 months of the revised provisioning procedures to perform
coordinated loop hot cuts on a commercially reasonable basis is
its failure to follow those explicitly defined procedures. The
botteom line is that BA-NY's widespread, systemic process failures
constitute a ticking time bomb. While at small order volumes,
ATET and BA~-NY were sometimes able to "scramble" in order to
circumvent BA-NY's failure to follow the process -- with the

result that loops worked and customers were not knocked out of




sarvice — naither CLECS (and prammably) acr BA-NY have tha
ability to tontinng to devots to " ive actiss®

caused by BA-NY's process fallures. Jiscs BA-NY's process
failures are untenable today (and BAYS besa 8¢ £DT tha padt five
months), the situatiom will only Ds exacerbated ss CLIC ordar
voluses 1 tovard jal levals, Coasequently, RA-NY'a

contiruing fallurs te follow the explicitly definsd hot cut loop
provisiening procedurss will only imersase the commercially
unressonable and cempatitivaly significast customar loss of
talepbony sarvice that has occurred consfistestly over the past
fiva moaths.

5. Today, appromimately five months after BA-NY
committad to implamen? Chy revised hot cut loop provisiening
procedures, the facts -— based upon actull sarketplace axparisnce
for the parlod March 27 through July 23™ -- show that BA-MY
still canaot provision cocrdinated hot rut loops on a
cemmarcially reascnable basis. For axasple, ATAT's fully
documented analysis for the calandar week July 18=July 2)

At T 1 and Arma 1 Confidantisl to this Affidavit)

shows That:
4 RA=WY'p provisloning ¢rrors continue to Causs
ially bDle mad itively significant

Rusbars of hot €Ut l00p orders to result is hot eut loops
that —- as an irrsfutable factual matter == dg got work.

Por this peried, pporoximately 138 of whe hov oyt loop

BA-NY*3 hot cut laop provisicaing performince. Unless sach of
thass actions is taken, ATST will mot ba able to meet The

requiranants 27 its saall business custemars using hot cut loopa.




1 declare, under penalty of perjury, that the foregaing
is true and correet o the best of my knowledge and belief,

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN BEFORE ME this J{ ﬁ
Day of Aaugust 1393,

L]

o] c CZACt;uﬂﬂ-”'-_“

Notary Public

NE C. OLIVER
RY Sunuc

03/18/99 (NDN) 15:38 {TL/RI NO 8812}




ATTACHMENT 1

UPDATE SUMMARY OF BA-NY
HOT CUT LOOP PERFORMANCE
| FOR THE -

CALENDAR WEEK JULY 19 THROUGH JULY 23




UPDATE SUMMARY OF BA-NY HOT CUT LOOP
PERFORMANCE FOR THE
CALENDAR WEEK JULY 19 THROUGE JULY 23

Despite very small volumes of AT&T hot cut loop orders, BA-NY's
actual performance for July 19 through July 23 -- the eighteenth
week of the revised hot cut loop provisioning process -- is patently
inadequate tO enable and sustain competitive market entry.

For the 148 ATET hot cut loop orders that BA-NY actually
atternpted teo cutover to ATAT, 19 of the orders -- approximately
13% -- resulted in hot cut loops that didn't work as initially
provisioned by DA-NY due to BA-NY's pruvisioning errors.

Customers experienced interruptions of telephone service ranging
from approximately 2 hours to approximately 7 days as a result .
of BA-NY's provisioning errors.

Even when BA-NY provided loops that worked, BA-NY failed to
follow the explicitly defined process for at least 72 orders --
approximately 50% of the hot cut loop orders that BA-NY
attempted to cutover to AT&T.

BA-NY's process failures also resulted directly in 20 hot cut
loop orders due to cutaver to ATST this week —— approximately
14% of the total number of hot cut loop orders thar BA-NY
attempted to cutover to ATAT -- being supplemented on (or just
before} the hot cut loop ¢due date for a later due date,

BA-NY is plainly not following the revised procedures that it
explicitly committed to ATET would be followed as of March 23,
approximately five months ago. For example, BA-NY has provided
initial notification on the hot cut due date for multiple hot
cut loop orders that the customer is served by IDLC facilities
or no dial tone existed. This shows that BA-NY routinely failed
to perform required testing two days befora the due data as it
has committed to do under the revised process. Moreover,
despite the fact that BA-NY and AT&T also agreed five months ago
to the explicit requirements for a valid LSRC, BA-NY has
continued to routinely provide AT&T with staggering numbers of
incorrect LSRCs.

In total, BA-NY's provisioning errors resulted in a negative
customer experience —— and harm to the competitive process --
for approximately 20% of the hot cut loop orders scheduled for
cutover during this period.

Approximately 62% (108 out of 170) of the LSRCs issued by BA-NY
to AT&T were incorrect. The errors included: incorrect

telephone number: no telephone number; incorrect due date;
incorrect cable and pair information; missing TXNU neer; and

incorrect TXNO number.




CALENDAR WEEK JULY 19 THROUGH JULY 23
(the eighteenth full week of the revised hot cut
loop provisiconing process)

ATAT ORDERS THAT RESULTED IN HOT CUT LOOPS THAT
DIDN'T WORK AS INITIALLY PROVISIONED BY BA-NY DUE
TO BA-NY'S PROVISIONING ERRORS

Qrder Numbers:

NYCY9907336 NYCY9906375 ’
NYCY9906711
NYCY9906654
NYCY9907435
NYCY9907432
NYCY9906366
NYCY9900244/9900245
NYCY99075€9
NYCY3906350
NYCB9900244
NYCY9907349
NYCY9907789
NYCY9907004
NYCY9505181
NYCY9907374
NYCY3906365

NYCY3907709
NYCY9907696

G:\TAW\zmulves\271\Didnt0710.doa




Page 1 of 7

CALENDAR WEEK JULY 19 TEROUGH JULY 23

(the eighteenth full week of the revised hot cut
loop provisioning process)

ATS&T ORDERS THAT RESULTED IN HOT CUT LOOPS THAT
DIDN'T WORK AS INITIALLY PROVISIONED BY BA-NY DUE
"TO BA-NY'S PROVISIONING ERRORS

ORDER NO. NYCY9907336

on July 19%®, BA-NY proceeded prcmaiu&ely with its
hot cut loop provisioning activities (BA-NY had pushed the
due date out to December 31*°) and, as a result, the
customer.lost dialtone. BArNé’s early cut resulted in the
customer's loss of service. The customer was out of

service for approximately 5 hours.

ORDER NO. NYCY9306711

On July 19 (or before -- as early as July 15},
BA-NY proceeded prematurely with its hot cut loop
provisioning activities (the due date had been pushed cut
because this order number was not on BA-NY's list to
cutaver to ATET) and, as a result, the customer lost
dialtone. BA-NY’'s early cut resulted in the customer’s
loss of service. The customer was out of service for

approximately 46 hours.

GI\LAW\ emuilves\ 271\ DidntOTLA doe
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ORDER WO, 9906694

On July 19" (or earlier), BA-NY proceeded
prematurely with its hot cut loop provisioning activities
(the due date had been pushed out) and, as a result, the
customer lost dialtone. BA-NY acknowledged that its
provisiocning error resulted in the early cut and tne
customer’s loss of service. The customer was outf of

service for approximately 4 days.

ORDER NO. NYCY9907435

"As initially provisibn;d by BA=NY on July 19",
the hot cut loop had no dialtone. BA-NY’s acknowledged
frame wiring error resulted in the customer’s loss of
service. The customer was out of service for approximately

2 hours.

ORDER NO. NYCY9907432

As initially provisioned by BA-NY on July 15%,
the hot cut loop was not workiag with a ring no answer
condition. BA-NY’s unexplained facility problem resulted
in the customer’s loss of service. The customer was out of

service for approximately 17 hours.

G:\LAW\ caulvee\271\DldntOT1SA . doe




Page 3 of 7

ORDER NO. NYCY9905366

Cn July 20", BA-NY proceeded prematurely with its
hot cut leop provisioning activities (BA-NY had pushed out
the due date) and, as a resulf, the customer lost dialtone.
BA~-NY’'s early cut resulted in the customer’s loss of
service. The cusitomer was oul of service for approximately

5 hours.

ORDER NO. NYCB9900244/NYCB9900245

On July 20%", BA~-NY proceeded prematurely with its
hot cut loop provisiening activities and, as a result, the
customer lost dialtone. BA-NY’'s acknowledged provisioning
error resulted in the customer’s loss of service. The

customer was out of service for approximately 3 hours.

ORDER NO. NYCY93S07569

As initially provisioned by BA-NY on July 20%°,
the hot cut loop was net working properly and the customer
was unable to make outgoing calls and subsequently
experienced static and noise on the lines. Significantly,
the customer confirmed the absence of any service problems
on the lines during AT&T's FOC call with the customer prior
to the scheduled cutover. BA-NY's unidentified ocutside

facility problem resulted in the customer’s loss of

Gz \LAW\ pmulvewi271\ Didnt0T19A.doc
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service. The customer was out of service for approximately

7 days.

ORDER NO. NYCY$9906550
On July 21%%, BA-NY proceeded prematursly with its
hot cut lopp provisioning activities {the due date was

pushed out to July 272"

due to BA-NY’s failure to provide a
corract LSRC despite escalation to Tom Delaney) and, as a
result the customer lost dialtone., BA-NY’s early cut
resulted in the customer’s loss .¢f service, which was
corpounded by BA-NY's outside facility problem that
resulted in a ring no answar condition as AT:T attempted to

complete the cutover. The custcomaer was out of service for

at least 3 days.

ORDER NO. NYCB9900244

On July 21*%, BA-NY proceeded prematurely with its
hot cut loop provisioning activities (the second time in
two days that its early cuts took the customer out of
sarvice) and, as a result, the customer lost dialtone. The

customer was out of service for approximately 6 hours.

G:\LAW\rmulvee\271\Didnt0719A.doc
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ORDER NO. NYCYS907349

As initially provisioned by BA-NY's on July 22™,
the hot cut loop had no dialtone. BA-NY acknowledged that
its failure to complete all of its hot cut loop
provisioning activities required for a coordinated loop hot
cut resulted in the customer’s loss of service., The

customer was out of service for approximately 5 hours.

ORDER NO. NYCY93907789

On July 22™, BA-NY proceeded prematurely with its
hot cut loop provisioning activities ({the due date was July
23*) and, as a result, the customer was unable to receive
calls. BA-NY’'s early cut resulted in the customer’s loss
of service. The customer was out of service for

approximately 18 hours.

ORDER NQ, NYCY2907004

As initially provisioned by BA-NY on July 22™,
the het cut loop was not working since BA-NY had wired it
to the wrong customer. BA-NY's wiring error resulted in
the customer’s loss of service. The customer was ocut of

service for approximately 20 hours.

G:\LAM\ rrulves\ 271\ Didnt 079N . doc
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ORDER NO. NYCY9905781

As initially provisioned by BA-NY on July 2p™,
the hot cut loop was not working with a ring no answer
condition. BA-NY's acknowledged frame wiring problem
resultad in the customer’s loss of service. The custpmer

was out of service ror approximately 4 days.

ORDER NO. NYCY9907374

As initially provisioned by BA-NY on July 20%,
the hot cut loop was not working properly with local
callers going to BA-NY's voicemail. BA-NY's acknowledged

failure to complere all of its hot cut loop provisioning

activities required for a coordinated lcop hot cut resulted
in the customer’s loss of service. The customer was out of
service as a result of BA-NY's provisioning error for

approximately 3 days.

ORDER NO. 9906365

As initially provisioned by BA-NY on July 22,
the hot cut loop was not working problem and the customer
lost dialtone. BA-NY’'s unexplained provisioning error
resulted in the customer’s loss of service, which was

restored following escalation to Ed Riley at BA-NY. The

customer was out of service for more than 3 days.

A PSNYOPPL\GROUPS\ LAWY cmulvee\ 271\ Didnt 071 9A  dog
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ORDER NO. 3507709

As initially provisioned by BA-NY on July 22™,
the hot cut loop was not working properly and the customer
experienced an inability to receive incoming calls. BA-
NY’s failure to complete all of its hot cut loop
provisicning activities required for a coordinated loop hot
cut resulted in the customer’s loss of service. The

customer was out of service for at least 3 hours.

ORDER NOQ. NYCY9907696

As initially provisioﬁed cn July 22™, the hot cut
loop was not working grnperly since the lines were crossed
and the customer couldn’t receive calls, BA-NY
acknowledged that lts faulty wiring resulted in the
customer’s loss of service. The customer was out of

service for approximately 1 day.

ORDER NO. NYCY9906375

As initially provisionad by BA-NY on July 237,
the hot cut loop was not working and the customer’s
telephone service was interrupted because BA-NY failed to
properly ccordinate the hot cut loop cutover with ATET.

The customer was out of service for more than 6 hours.
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CALENDAR WEEK JULY 19 THROUGH JULY 23
(the eighteenth full week of the revised hot cut
loop provisioning process)

ATET ORDERS THAT WERE SUPPLEMENTED ON (OR JUST
BEFORE) THE HOT CUT LOOP DUE DATE FCR A LATER DUE
DATE AS A RESULT OF BA-NY'S PROCESS FAILURES

Order Numbers:

NYCY9907433 NYCY9907791
NYCY9907466 NYCY$807519
NYCY9907494
NYCY9$07590
NYCY9907526
NYCY9907561
NYCY9907583
NYCY9907764
NYCY9307621
NYCY9907622
NYCY9307252
NYCY9907722
NYCY9907701
NYCY9907668
NYCY9905076
NYCY9907148
NYCY9307169
NYCY9907623
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CALENDAR WEEK JULY 19 THROUGH JULY 23

(the eighteenth full week of the revised hot cut
loop provisioning process)

AT&T ORDERS THAT WERE SUPPLEMENTED ON (OR JUST
BEFORE) THE HOT CUT LOOP DUE DATE FOR A LATER DUE
DATE AS A RESULT OF BA~-NY'S PROCESS FAILURES

ORDER NO. NYCY¥9907433
The July 19*® due date was pushed out as a result

of BA-NY's failure to provide AT&T a correct LSRC.

ORDER NO. NYCY9907466
The July 19™ due date was pushed out as a result
of BA-NY’'s failure to notify AT&T of a no dial-tone condition

at DD-2. Notification occurred on DD-1.

ORDER RO. NYICYS90745954

The July 20 due date was pushed ocut as a result
of BA-NY’s failure to coordinate the order. The BA-NY RCCC
showed the order as cancelled on the DD although we had an

LSRC showing a DD of 7/20/99.
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ORDER NO. NYCY$507550
The July 20% due date was pushed out as a result
of BA-NY's failure to notify AT&T of a no dial-tone condition

on DD-2. AT&T was notified late on DD-1.

ORCER NO. NICYS907526
The July 20*® due date was pushed out as a result

of BA-NY’s failure to provide AT&T with a correct LSRC.

ORDER NO. NYCYS907561
The July 20% due date was pushed out as a result
of BA-NY’s failure to provision the order correctly. The

customer’s circuit was a ground start circuit.

ORDER NO. WYCY9307583
The July 20®® due date was pushed out as a result
of BA-NY’'s failure to notify AT&T of a no dial-tone condition’

at DD-2. Notification was given at DD-l.

ORDER NQ. NYCY9907764
The July 22°¢ due date was pushed out as a result

of BA-NY's failure to provide AT:LT with a correct LSRC.
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CORDER NO. u!c29907621

The July 21°° due date was pushed out as a result
of BA-NY’s failure to coordinate the order. On the DD
at BA told ATET the order was cancellad per the customer. We
spoke to our customer and he stated he still wants AT&T and

never told anybody he didn’t.

ORDER NO. NYCYS$907622

The July 21*® due date was pushed oué as a result
of BA=NY’s failure to coordinate the order. On July 20%
at the RCCC confirmed that the BA tech was told by the
customer that she did not want the service upon showing up to
do wiring for an IDLC. ~ When AT&T spoke to the customer she
informed us that no BA technician had been to her place of

business in the past 7 days.

ORDER NO. NICY$9507252
The July 22™ due date was pushed out as a result

of BA-NY’= failure to provide AT&T a correct LSRC.

ORDER NO. WICY9907722

The July 22°® due date was pushed out as a result
of BA-NY’s failure to mnotify AT&T aof a no dial-tone condition
on DD-2. On July 22° (DD) BA-NY pushed the order out when

it found the incorrect dial-tcne.
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ORDER NO. NIYICY93507701
The July 22™ due date was pushed out as a result
of BA-NY’'s failure to notify ATET of a no dial-tone condition

on DD=-2. 0On July 21*" (DD-1) BA-NY supped the order to

12/31/939 after leaving a VM msssage.

ORDER NO. NYCY9507668
The July 22°* due date was pushed out as a result

of BA-NY’'s failure to provide AT&T an LSRC.

ORDER NO. N!C!QQO;O?‘
The July 23 due date was pushed out as a result
of BA~NY’'s failure to notify AT&T of a no dial-tone condition

at DD-2. Notification was given on the DD.

CRDER NO. NYCY9907148
The July 23" due date was pushed out as a result

of BA-NY’'s failure to provide AT&T with a correct LSRC.

ORDER NO. NYCY99507169
The July 23™ due date was pushed out as a result

of BA~NY's failure to provide AT&T with a correct LSRC.




